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ABSTRACT
Sibling relations in individualistic (U.S. n = 91)
and collectivist (Egyptian n = 71) cultures were compared
on sibling relationship quality, attachment, mental

well-being, and sibling role expectations. Participants
were 18-47 years of age with at least one living sibling

16 years of age or older. It was hypothesized that:
1) attachments between siblings would be stronger in the
Egyptian sample; 2) "positive" sibling relationships would
be related to mental well-being in both samples while

"negative" sibling relations would be more detrimental to'
mental well-being in the Arab sample; 3) siblings in the

Arab sample would provide more support compared to U.S.
siblings; and 4) sibling role expectations would be more
prescribed and more "traditional" along gender lines in
the Arab sample. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were only partially

supported: U.S. and Arab siblings had similar attachment
scores, but Arab siblings enjoyed significantly higher

levels of intimacy, affection, and emotional support.
Positive sibling relationships were positively and
significantly related to mental well-being among U.S.

siblings, but only attachment was related to mental
well-being in the Arab samples. Also, conflict between

siblings in Arab samples did not appear to have a
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significant influence on individuals' mental well-being as

it appeared to have in the U.S. sample. Hypotheses 3 and 4
were supported: siblings in the Arab sample were more

emotionally and instrumentally supportive than siblings in
the U.S. sample, and sibling role expectations were more

prescribed and more traditional along gender lines in the

Arab sample. Additionally, depression was significantly
higher in the Arab sample (and higher among Arab women
than men). Overall findings are consistent with past

research linking sibling relations and mental well-being

in the U.S., as well as theories of more traditional
prescribed sibling role expectations in collectivist

cultures. However, findings suggest a possible discrepancy
between how mental well-being is measured in Arab vs. U.S.
samples. Results are discussed in terms of behavioral

components of attachment, collectivist vs. individualist

cultural norms (i.e., sibling caretaking, sibling roles),
and methods of measuring mental well-being across

cultures.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Descriptions of sibling relationships date back at
least to the age-old story of Cain and Abel, and Jewish,

Biblical, and Qur'anic references to the earliest
historical accounts of siblings all portray the
relationship as one of conflict, rivalry, and the first

occurrence of many socially-significant behaviors such as
the first murder, the first burial, etc. From the mutual

devotion of Apollo and Artemis and their loyalty to their

mother, to the feuding of Ann Landers and Dear Abby, the

dynamics of sibling relationships have simultaneously
fascinated, baffled, and intrigued philosophers and social

researchers throughout time.

The sibling relationship is arguably the
longest-lasting relationship an individual can experience

(Bank & Kahn, 1982); however, there is still much unknown

about this relationship, particularly in the context of

culture (e.g., Cicirelli, 1994). The focus of the current
study is the sibling relationship in two distinctly

different cultures, the U.S. and Egypt.

1

The Sibling Relationship: United States Research

Research studies on sibling relationships in the U.S.

have, over the last several decades, explored birth order
effects on development (e.g., Adler, 1959), factors that
lead to successful vs. conflictual sibling relations

(e.g., Buhrmester & Furman, 1990; Dunn & Munn, 1985; Dunn
& Munn, 1986; Dunn, Slomkowski, & Beardsail, 1994; Furman
& Buhrmester, 1985; Stocker, Burwell, & Briggs, 2002;
Stocker, Dunn, & Plomin, 1989; Stocker & McHale, 1992),

and, more recently, how sibling relations impact

individuals' development (e.g., Cicirelli, 1994; Howe,
Aquan-Assee, Bukowski, Lehoux, & Rinaldi, 2001; Howe &

Recchia 2005; Milevsky, 2005; Nuckolls, 1993; Tucker,
McHale, & Crouter, 2001; Weisner & Gallimore, 1977; Yeh &
Lempers, 2004) as well as covert expectations of the

sibling relationship (e.g., Mendelson, de Villa, Fitch, &
Goodman 1997). It is these two latter issues (and how they

play out in two different cultures) which are the focus of
the current study.

Psychological Impact of Sibling Relations

Research on sibling relationships in the U.S.
suggests that "positive" sibling relationships (i.e.,

those that are high quality, harmonious, cooperative,
affectionate, and/or "close") can be a source of emotional
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closeness (e.g., "attachment"), positive emotions, and
mental well-being.

First, siblings can be a source of emotional
closeness for one anotherthey can provide intimacy,
companionship, and emotional support for each other

(Lewis, 2005). Studies show that older siblings may serve
as significant attachment figures for younger siblings,
influencing siblings in ways similar to parents (i.e.,

providing siblings with emotional closeness, comfort,
affection, emotional support, intimacy, etc.), which--can

continue throughout the lifespan (Lewis, 2005; Stewart,

1983). Research also suggests that siblings can serve a
compensatory function, such as in families where the

parents are either missing or are inconsistently
available, with the siblings providing each other with

intimacy and affection in place of unavailable parents
(Stocker, 1994).
Second, studies in the U.S. have found that siblings
can also serve as sources of positive emotions. For

example, Stocker, Lanthier, and Furman (1997) describe

"warm" sibling relationships as consisting of higher

levels of affection, intimacy, admiration, and acceptance
between siblings. Studies of "close" (vs. "distant")

sibling relationships have also found these sibling
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relationships to be characterized by higher levels of

positive affect between siblings as well as higher levels
of emotional empathy (Wu, Shortt, & Gottman, 1997) .

A third area of psychological development that may be

influenced by the quality of the sibling relationship is
mental well-being. The link between sibling relationship

quality and mental well-being has been found to extend
throughout the lifespan (Cicirelli, 1977; Riggio, 2000).
Cicirelli (1989) , for example, has found that perceptions

of close relationships with adult sisters are related to
fewer symptoms of depression in both men and women,
perhaps since sisters (as opposed to brothers) are more

likely to be a source of support for one another in

adulthood. Stocker and colleagues (1997) also found that
siblings who had high scores on psychological functioning
reported less conflict in their adult sibling

relationships, while additional research has found sibling
relationships characterized by high warmth and low

conflict in emerging adulthood to be associated with lower
levels of depression (Milevsky, 2005; Sherman, Lansford, &

Volling, 2006).
The link between sibling relationship quality and

depressive symptoms and behaviors has also been well
established in the child and adolescent research
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literature (Stocker et al., 2002). Longitudinal studies

indicate that as sibling relationships become more
positive over time, children's depressive symptoms

decrease, suggesting that positive sibling relationships
may serve to improve one's mental health (Richmond,

Stocker, & Rienks, 2005). Conversely, sibling

relationships which do not become more positive over time

and are instead high in conflict are correlated with
increased depression and anxiety among individuals (Kim,

McHale, Crouter, & Osgood, 2007; Stocker et al., 2002).

Additional studies have found that anxious adolescents
typically have more hostile and negative siblings during

preschool (Dunn, Slomkowski, Beardsall & Rende, 1994;

Garcia, Shaw, Winslow, & Yaggi, 2000). What remains
unclear is whether the quality of the sibling relationship
directly impacts mental well-being, or whether both of

these factors are symptomatic of other family dynamics.

Social Impact of Sibling Relations
A second focus of research in the U.S. on the impact
of sibling relations has centered on how the quality of
the sibling relationship influences an individual's social

development and social support system. Studies have found,
for example, that sibling relationships may serve as

models for peer interaction and gender-role behavior, and
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they may also provide social support. Each of these is

discussed more fully below.
First, research suggests that sibling relationships
can impact peer relations. Downey and Condron (2004), for

example, found that kindergarteners with at least one

sibling were rated as having better interpersonal skills,
including being better at negotiation in peer
relationships by their teachers than were those without

siblings. Conversely, negative sibling relations
(characterized by high levels of sibling conflict) may
provide a model for aggressive behaviors that is extended

to interactions with peers (e.g., Bank, Patterson & Reid,
1996; Lockwood, Kitzman, & Cohen, 2001). Further studies
have found that children from low-income families with

poor-quality sibling relationships (i.e., consisting of
high levels of conflict) displayed high levels of

antisocial behaviors and reported affiliating with
antisocial peers (Criss & Shaw, 2005).
Second, sibling relationships may influence gender

role development. The sibling relationship has been
described as being a primary factor in shaping one's
gender role behaviors by being a model of and reinforcing
sex-typed behaviors, and also by serving as a source of

social comparison (e.g., McHale, Crouter, & Tucker, 1999).
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Older siblings in general have been found to serve as

models of sex-typed behaviors for younger siblings (Rust,

Golombok, Hines, Johnston, Golding, & The ALPAC Study
Team, 2000). Longitudinal studies, for example, have also

found that older siblings' gender roles influence younger
siblings' gender roles in terms of attitudes, personality

qualities, and gender-typed behaviors, and in some aspects
are more influential than parents' gender roles (e.g.,

McHale, Updegraff, Helms-Erikson, & Crouter, 2001).
Studies also indicate that siblings may act as a source of

social comparison, e.g., brothers may learn what is not
considered appropriate sex-typed behaviors for boys by
watching their sisters' behavior, and vice-versa for girls
(McHale et al., 1999) .

Finally, research indicates that siblings can serve

as providers of social support in the form of
companionship, caretaking, and aid during childhood,

adolescence, and adulthood, with the "positive" sibling
relationships providing the greater amount of support
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Riggio, 2000; Stewart,

Verbrugge, & Beilfuss, 1998; Tucker et al., 2001).

Siblings may buffer one another from potentially harmful
ecological factors, including compensating for low support

from parents and peers (Milevsky & Levitt, 2005). Positive
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sibling relationships can also be a significant source of
support for children experiencing stressful life events
(Gass, Jenkins, & Dunn, 2007) .
Sibling Role Expectations

Few studies have examined what it means in the United

States to be a sibling, i.e., the expectations which
siblings and/or parents have of the sibling relationship.

What research is available suggests that sibling roles are
not very prescribed in the U.S.

(e.g., Cicirelli, 1994),

and although these roles are not prescribed, covert

expectations are still apparent. Sibling caretaking (i.e.,

older siblings taking care of younger siblings' physical
and/or emotional needs), for example, may be delegated
informally by parents, but it is not automatically

expected of siblings. When such caretaking occurs, it

tends to be informal and consist of meeting younger
siblings' basic physical needs (i.e., changing diapers,

cleaning, feeding, etc.) and supervising younger siblings

(Bryant, 1989; Cicirelli, 1994). Other studies have found

that adults in the U.S. expect older siblings-to serve as
teachers, helpers, protectors, and caretakers of their

younger siblings, and they expect their younger siblings

to learn from, defer to, and admire their older siblings
(Mendelson et al., 1997).

(Mendelson et al. also found
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that the adults in their study expected the following:
that older siblings would ignore and be inconsiderate of
their younger siblings; younger siblings would disrespect,

annoy, and act in an infantile manner toward their older
siblings; and older and younger siblings would be jealous,

domineering, aggressive, tease, disloyal, and have
negative feelings toward each other), These studies

collectively suggest that although there are not outward
and openly-discussed "prescribed" roles of siblings, there

may be unspoken expectations of sibling relationships in
the U.S., with the origin of such expectations still

relatively unknown (i.e., are these expectations taught by
parents or society?).

The Impact of Culture on Sibling Relations
The dimension on which cultures are often compared is
the "individualistic" vs. "collectivist" continuum, and

whether a culture is individualistic vs. collectivist may

influence the nature of the sibling relationship as well
as prescribed sibling roles (Cicirelli, 1994; Weisner,

1993; Weisner & Gallimore, 1977) . Individualistic cultures
are those in which independence, autonomy, and the good of
the individual are priorities, and they typically include

those societies which are more technologically advanced
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and industrialized, i.e., Western societies (Cicirelli,

1994). Collectivist cultures, by contrast, are those in
which interdependence, heteronomy, and the good of the

group (be it family or community) come before the good of
the individual (Cicirelli, 1994).
Perhaps the most significant difference between

collectivist and individualistic cultures is the way each

views the development of an autonomous individual. Shweder
(1990) describes the individual in a collectivist culture

as "interdependent", i.e., having a sociocentric self as
opposed to an egocentric self. Nuckolls (1993) reports

that in collectivist cultures (e.g., South Asia), the
development of an autonomous self is considered to be
pathological, whereas in individualistic cultures this is

considered the norm and quite natural. Conversely, the
developmental course which leads to the extreme
interdependence of family members (and which tends to be

considered pathological by western psychologists) is the

ideal that individuals in collectivist cultures strive

for, so much so that disrupting this process has been
found to lead to anxiety and even despair among

individuals (Nuckolls, 1993). The origin of this
sociocentric self is thought to stem from a number of
family dynamics and cultural norms including the desire
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for strong sibling relationships, siblings' roles in how
one gets married, sibling caretaking, the way cultural

myths and folklore describe sibling relationships, and the
way individuals view siblings in terms of their mental

well-being (Nuckolls, 1993)

(see Table 1).

Table 1. Five Factors Contributing to the Development of a
Sociocentric Self in Collectivist Cultures and Explanation

of Influences on Lifestyles
Factor

Explanation of Influence on Lifestyle

This ideal makes it the norm for siblings
to live together with their parents in
the same home and to be closely involved
in each others affairs both socially and
economically
Sibling Influence on Cross-cousin marriages are often
preferred and therefore siblings often
Marriage Process
look to each other for their children's
spouses
High Prevalence of
Through caring for their younger siblings
children learn nurturance and caregiving
Sibling Caretaking
very early and intensely which has
implications for future adult
relationships
Strong Ties Between
Stories serve as mythical charters, with
Siblings in Cultural most such myths stressing within
generational dynamics, providing models
Myths
of and for sibling relationships
Significance of
Related to caregiving, if siblings are
Siblings in How
primary caregivers a sister or brother
Individuals View and may be thought of, viewed as, and treated
as a parent would in individualistic
Discuss Mental
Processes, Behaviors, cultures
and. Relationships
(Nuckolls, 1993)

Fraternal Solidarity
Ideal
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Psychological Impact of Sibling Relations in
Collectivist Cultures
Studies of sibling relationships in collectivist
cultures suggest that the impact of "positive" sibling

relations on individuals' psychological development is
similar to those in individualistic cultures.
First, siblings may serve as sources of emotional
closeness. Although not yet studied empirically, Lewis

(2005) speculates that sibling attachment would likely
manifest itself quite differently in the collectivist

child, with the attachment between siblings likely being
stronger in collectivist societies as a result of the

roles of siblings being more similar to roles associated

with parents in such cultures (e.g., Weisner & Gallimore,

1977). Likewise, since children in collectivist cultures
often act as primary caregivers to younger siblings,

Nuckolls (1993) suggests that siblings in such cultures

may experience higher levels of affection, intimacy, and
emotional support with one another. By contrast, siblings
*
in individualistic societies are typically cared for by
one primary caregiver, in most cases the mother (Weisner &

Gallimore, 1977), so bonds and levels of affection,
intimacy, and emotional support between siblings may be

lower compared to those in collectivist societies.
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Regarding positive emotions, studies of sibling
relationships in collectivist societies have found high

levels of emotional closeness between siblings (in terms

of affection, emotional support, etc.), especially between

same-sex siblings (e.g., Seginer, 1992). Since siblings in
collectivist cultures are raised to be highly

interdependent, researchers speculate that this may

contribute to emotionally close relationships between them

(e.g., Cicirelli, 1994; Seymour, 1993), although the
relationship between interdependence and emotional

closeness has not been empirically studied.
Alternatively, high interdependence between siblings

in collectivist societies may in some circumstances lead
to the exacerbation of negative emotions (Nuckolls, 1993).
For example, if there are negative feelings between

siblings, it may not be easy for these siblings to
distance themselves from one another. By comparison,
siblings in individualistic societies are more able and

more likely to control their interactions with siblings,

especially as they grow older: those who are emotionally
close can maintain consistent contact even when they are

geographically distant by utilizing communication

resources such as telephone, email, etc., whereas those
who are not emotionally close can control the amount of
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contact with the other sibling (e.g., spend less time with
each other)(Stocker et al., 1997). The expectation of
siblings within collectivist cultures of staying

geographically close (and at times within the same home)

in order to be available to the family if needed (e.g.,
Nuckolls, 1993) may, then, exacerbate feelings of tension

between siblings, which could in turn influence one's

emotional well-being in collectivist cultures.

(Research

to date, however, has yet to empirically investigate the
ramifications of negative sibling relations on emotional

well-being in collectivist cultures).

Social Impact of Sibling Relations
Studies indicate that siblings in collectivist

cultures may influence individuals' social development,

caretaking/social support, social status, and gender role
development.
First, sibling relationships in collectivist cultures
appear to influence social development in ways similar to
what has been found in the U.S. regarding the negative

impact of poor-quality sibling relationships. Research
conducted in Israel and Palestine, both collectivist

societies, has found that siblings with poor-quality
relationships (i.e., negative, conflictual) are at high
risk for problem behaviors with peers in school (Wolke &
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Samara, 2004). Additionally, maladaptive conflict

resolution tactics learned with siblings have been found

to be generalized to peers from modeling by the family of

origin (Haj-Yahia & Dawud-Noursi, T?998) . Studies have yet
to empirically examine the positive impact of high-quality
sibling relationships on social development in these

cultures.
Second, since sibling caretaking is a major function

of sibling relationships in these cultures, older siblings
often provide support for one another through nurturing,

feeding, cleaning, comforting, and watching out for

younger siblings' well-being (Beals & Eason, 1993).

Seginer's (1992) study of adolescent sibling relationships
in Palestine exemplifies collectivist sibling

relationships (particularly between sisters) as

"institutionalized caretaking", and a means by which an
interdependent family group is .promoted. Older sisters

carry out caregiving functions from early childhood

through adolescence, and younger sisters tend to turn to
these older sisters as sources of self-disclosure (e.g.,

sharing secrets, talking about personal issues) and
"go-betweens" with parents for issues that younger sisters
*
did not feel comfortable talking’to with parents. Such

support promotes interdependence and extends into the
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adult sibling relationship where siblings serve as sources

of social and financial support, as well as sources of

guidance in important life decisions such as marriage

(Derne, 1993).
Social status is another factor impacted by sibling
relationships in collectivist (but not individualistic)

cultures. The interdependence that is formed between
siblings in collectivist cultures plays a relatively

significant role in one's social status, particularly in
the way men and women find spouses and acquire the

resources to get married (Cicirelli, 1994; Kolenda, 1993).
For example, in many nonindustrialized societies there is
the culturally-sanctioned practice of brother-sister

exchange in marital arrangements. Under such an
arrangement, when a sister marries a man there is an

agreement that her brother will marry her husband's sister
(Marshall, 1983; Schneider, 1983; Weisner, 1982). As
indicated earlier (see Table 1), cross-cousin marriages
are also often preferred, and adult siblings often look to

each other for their children's spouses (Nuckolls, 1993).
It is believed that this enables families to keep wealth,

resources, and assistance within the extended family,
reinforcing the interdependence and providing the group

with strength and stability (Cicirelli, 1994).
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Finally, similar to research in individualistic

cultures, siblings in collectivist cultures may serve as
role models for gender role development- (e.g., de Munck,
1993; Joseph 1994). Based on Joseph's (1994) observations
of collectivist cultures in villages of Lebanon, brothers

are expected — through their sibling interactions — to
teach their sisters "how to be women" and vice versa. For

example, brothers are expected to act as protectors and

guardians of their sisters and to encourage their
"feminine" behaviors (e.g., nurturance, affection,
caretaking, etc.) while sisters are expected to defer to

brothers in most matters and to encourage their brothers'
"masculinity" (e.g., leadership, physical strength,
financial success, etc). These studies also suggest that

this socialization may serve the purpose of reinforcing
hierarchy and patriarchy through the promotion of specific
sex-typed behaviors between brothers and sisters. DeMunck
(1993) suggests that the normalcy of brothers and sisters

interacting with one another in a hierarchical manner

(e.g., males are dominant over females) serves to

reinforce the cultural expectations of how men and women
should behave with one another.
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Sibling Role Expectations
Another major difference between individualistic and

collectivist cultures is found in the prescribed roles

i.e., expectations of siblings, found within collectivist
cultures. These include brother-sister role obligations,

sibling caretaking, siblings as gender-role models, and

siblings staying geographically close throughout life.
A first "sibling role" expectation in collectivist
cultures is that of brother-sister role obligations.

Brothers and sisters are regarded as complimentary and of
great importance to each other: a brother is expected to
love, care for, protect, guide, and provide for his sister

while a sister is expected to serve as a "spiritual

mentor" for her brother, being available to care for and

console him in time's of strain (Cicirelli, 1994; Nuckolls,
1993). Throughout South Asia, for example, brothers are
obligated to provide material support to sisters, and

sisters are expected to provide nurturance and affection
(DeMunck, 1993). In Lebanese villages, brothers and

sisters are taught to see their siblings as a reflection
of themselves: that is, brothers see their identities and
sense of self wrapped up in their sisters' attributes and

behaviors, while sisters see their dignity and security

tied'to their brothers' character and fortunes (Joseph,
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1994). Siblings are also expected to be of aid in

achieving economic, marital, and/or other social benefits

(Weisner, 1993). For example, Kolenda (1993) observed that
in collectivist cultures such as those of South Asian
villages, brothers often depend on their siblings to marry
into wealthy families in order to then be in a position to

provide dowries to their future brides.

A second sibling role expectation in collectivist
cultures is that of caretaker. In these societies, older
siblings (typically females) are socialized to act as

caretakers to their younger siblings (Cicirelli, 1994).
Older siblings are expected to, and often do, act as

parents to their younger siblings, participating in
feeding, comforting, clothing, supervising behavior, and
assigning chores, while younger siblings are expected to

respect the authority of older siblings (Maynard, 2002;

Rabain-Jamin, Maynard, & Greenfield, 2003; Seginer, 1992).

Because children do not look solely to parents for
caretaking, competition for parental affection is thought

to be less prevalent, which, in turn, may lead to a
lessened prevalence of sibling rivalry within these
cultures (e.g., Seymour, 1993).

A third sibling role expectation in collectivist
cultures is that of gender role modeling. As described
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earlier, siblings in such cultures are expected to

interact with one another in prescribed ways that
ultimately influence siblings' gender role (Joseph, 1994).

A fourth expectation of siblings in collectivist
cultures is to stay geographically close to one's family,
and therefore siblings, throughout one's lifetime. The
expectation of staying geographically close, at times

within the same home (e.g., Nuckolls, 1993) may, in turn,
exacerbate feelings of tension between siblings, which
could then influence one's emotional well-being. As stated

earlier this has yet to be examined empirically in
collectivist cultures.

To summarize, compared to individualistic cultures,

sibling relationships in collectivist cultures are highly
interdependent, involve a significant amount of
caregiving, have clearly outlined duties and obligations

toward one another (including regarding social roles and

marriage partners), and presumably function as sources of
social support and social status for one another. In a

sense, then, siblings in collectivist cultures take on
many of the responsibilities for one another that are
typically assumed in individualistic cultures by parents:

according to Cicirelli (1994), this may allow the parents

to fulfill the necessary work requirements for family
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survival (while also serving as a means to socialize

children to become functioning members of society). In
other words, the differing roles of parents in these two
types of cultures may be viewed as creating different

kinds of roles for siblings.
There are a number of potential implications of this

role "difference" in collectivist vs. individualistic
cultures: 1) while this may serve to promote positive
attachments between siblings in collectivist cultures, it
may also exacerbate negative emotions between siblings

under certain circumstances (e.g., as when sibling

relations are conflictual), 2) the interdependence between
siblings which is characteristic of collectivist cultures

may then influence siblings' mental well-being in more
profound ways (compared to siblings in individualistic

cultures). As Nuckolls (1993) poignantly states,

If siblings, not parents, are the primary caretakers
in South Asia (i.e., a collectivist culture), then

some part of the process that Americans typically
attribute to the parent-child relationship must be

located in the sibling relationship instead. A

sister, not the mother, might be the male child's
primary object of choice, just as a brother, not the
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father, might be the rival of as well as the model
for his other siblings.

(Nuckolls, 1993)

Summary and Purpose of Study
To date, studies have found that high-quality sibling

relations in both individualistic and collectivist
cultures serve as sources of emotional closeness and
positive emotions, whereas poor-quality sibling relations

result in negative emotions and negatively impact peer
interactions. Also, siblings in both cultures serve as

gender role models for one another. However, in

collectivist cultures there is a higher prevalence of

sibling caretaking and more clearly prescribed sibling
role expectations compared to individualistic cultures.

Studies have yet to empirically examine, however,
whether the "attachment" between siblings is actually

stronger in collectivist (compared to individualistic)

cultures as has been proposed (e.g., Lewis, 2005). In
addition, although it has been suggested that the high
interdependence among siblings may lead to closeness and

increased positive emotions between siblings when sibling

relationships are successful, it is possible that

poor-quality sibling relations may lead to resentment and

compromise mental well-being. Third, studies have not' yet
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empirically examined whether siblings serve as sources of
social support as they do in individualistic cultures1.
Finally, while there are clearly outlined expectations of
siblings toward one another in collectivist cultures, it

is unclear what expectations exist in individualistic
cultures (and how they are learned).

The purpose of the current study is to address these

issues to gain a more complete understanding of sibling

relations (and therefore family dynamics) in
individualistic and collectivist cultures. Sibling
relationships among U.S.

(individualistic) and Arab

(Egyptian/collectivist) cultures will be examined. Based

on the literature reviewed above, it is hypothesized that:
Hl: Attachments between siblings are expected to be
stronger in the Arab sample due to higher levels

of sibling caretaking in collectivist cultures.
H2: "Positive" (i.e., "successful") sibling
relationships are expected to be positively and

significantly related to mental well-being in
both Arab and U.S. samples, while "negative"

(i.e., "conflictual") sibling relations are

1 Although studies have not yet examined whether siblings in
collectivist cultures positively impact social development (i.e.,
peer relations), the present study did not examine this as the focus
was primarily on sibling and family functioning.
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expected to be more detrimental to mental
well-being in the Arab sample than in the U.S.
sample, due to the significance of siblings in

mental processes (i.e., the influences of
siblings being similar to those of parents).
H3: Siblings in the Arab sample are expected to
provide more emotional and instrumental support
compared to U.S. siblings due to the

expectations of sibling solidarity (i.e.,
interdependence, support, devotion, etc.) within

collectivist cultures.
H4: Sibling role expectations are expected to be more

prescribed (and to be more "traditional" along
gender lines) in the Arab sample, while the U.S.

sample will have less prescribed, less
gender-role specific, and more covert sibling

role expectations.
The information gleaned from this study is expected

to contribute to the existing literature on sibling
relationships and family dynamics. A comparison of two

distinctly different cultures (such as an Egyptian sample
and an Anglo American sample) and the roles and functions

of sibling relationships will contribute to our

understanding of sibling relationships (and therefore
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family dynamics) in both individualist and collectivist
cultures.
Between 1986 and 2006 over 550,000 Arab immigrants

came to the United States from Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan,
Morocco, Iraq, Turkey, Syria, and Algeria (Migration

Policy Institute [MPI], 2008). With every day that passes,
more and more people of Arab backgrounds are entering the
U.S. and other western countries. This calls for a need to

more thoroughly understand these cultures and their
respective accompanying family dynamics. Such research is

valuable because it will aid those who work with families
from diverse cultural backgrounds in the following ways:

1) being sensitive to culturally-influenced family dynamic
differences (e.g., siblings acting as caretakers which may

influence attachment between siblings), 2) understanding
how to provide culturally-appropriate services (e.g.,

consulting with siblings who are providing a significant

amount of caretaking when considering interventions for

children in need), 3) understanding that emotional support
between siblings may vary across collectivist and
individualistic societies and could influence the way in

which children cope with emotional problems (e.g.,

children who have a sibling.as a primary caregiver may
turn to this sibling for support before turning to an
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actual parent, whereas children in individualistic
cultures may more likely seek such support from their
parents), and 4) being aware that feelings and attitudes

about sibling roles and sibling role expectations are

factors of great importance for dealing with mental health
issues among such populations (e.g., individuals may
experience more pressure to fulfill specific role
obligations when coming from a collectivist cultural
background and this may, in turn, influence their mental

health).
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CHAPTER TWO

METHOD
Participants

Participants were 91 Anglo-Americans (65% females,
35% males) recruited from undergraduate classes at a

mid-sized southwestern university (who were given extra
credit for their participation), and 71 Egyptians (42%'

females, 58% males) recruited through community
announcements at local community centers including social
clubs and mosques in Cairo, Egypt (who did not receive
compensation for their participation. Participants ranged

from 18-47 years of age (M = 24 yrs.) and had at least one
living sibling 16 years of age or older. In the U.S.
sample, 95% had at least some college education and 5% had
graduated high school only (these latter participants were

acquaintances of the college students). For the Egyptian

sample, 83% were college educated, 9% had graduated high
school only, 6% did not graduate high school, and 3% did
not report their education level. Participants in the U.S.

sample came from predominantly middle/working class
backgrounds

(fathers' education: 62% had at least some

college, 28% were high school graduates, 8% did not

graduate high school, and 3% no response). Participants in
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the Egyptian sample were of similar background (fathers'

education: 62% had at least some college, 14% were high

school graduates, 17% did not graduate high school, and 7%
no response).

Measures

Sibling Relationship Quality
Three scales were used to assess the quality of
sibling relationships.

First, the Lifespan Sibling Relationship Scale (LSRS)
(Riggio, 2000), a 48-item five-point Likert scale
measuring the frequency and positivity of behavior toward

siblings (i.e., the degree of sibling interactions and how
positive those interactions are), affect towards siblings
(i.e., positive or negative emotions felt toward the
sibling and the sibling relationship), and beliefs (i.e.,

thoughts, opinions, etc.) about the sibling and sibling

relationships (Appendix A). This measure was based on the

"tri-componential" view of attitudes, which holds that
attitudes are composed of affective, behavioral, and
cognitive components (i.e., Eagly & Chaiken, 1998; Krech,

Crutchfield & Ballachey, 1962). The scale is meant to
measure individuals' overall attitudes toward the adult

sibling relationship. Formulated on college-aged samples,
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this measure instructs subjects to indicate the degree to
which they agree or disagree with each statement
concerning their sibling relationship (5 = Strongly agree;

1 = Strongly disagree). The scale includes six subscales:

1) Child Affect (i.e., positive or negative
emotions/feelings felt toward the sibling and the sibling
relationship as a child), 2) Adult Affect (i.e., positive

or negative emotions/feelings felt toward the sibling and
the sibling relationship as an adult), 3) Child Cognitions

(i.e., beliefs, thoughts, opinions about the sibling and
the sibling relationship as a child), 4) Adult Cognitions

(i.e., beliefs, thoughts, opinions about the sibling and
the sibling relationship as an adult), 5) Child Behavior

(i.e., degree of behavioral interactions with the sibling
and the positivity of those interactions as a child), and '

6) Adult Behavior (i.e., degree of behavioral interactions
with the sibling and the positivity of those interactions

as an adult). Items can be summed to yield both a global

sibling relationship quality score (total score) or six
subscales scores. Test-retest reliability, based on a

college-aged sample, was .91 for the total LSRS score with
all subscale score correlations being greater than .80,
while internal consistency (coefficient alpha) scores for
the six scales ranged from .84 to .91 and for the global
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sibling relationships quality score was .96 (Riggio,

2000).

The second scale used was the Adult Sibling

Relationship Questionnaire (ASRQ)
Furman, 1997)

(Stocker, Lanthier &

(Appendix B). This measure was based on the

conceptualization that the psychological meaning of a
relationship and the felt support or conflict provided by
that relationship reside internally (e.g., Olson, 1977).

This measure focuses on participants' perceptions of

sibling relationships, and it measures perceptions of
individuals' current behavior and feelings toward their
sibling, as well as their perception of their sibling's
behavior and feelings toward them. Formulated on

college-aged samples, the ASRQ is an 81-item scale
measuring Warmth/Closeness (i.e., the degree of intimacy,

emotional support, affection, instrumental support,

admiration, acceptance, etc.), Conflict (i.e., the degree
of quarreling, antagonism, dominance, etc.), and Rivalry
(i.e., the degree of competition for maternal and paternal

attention/affection) between adult siblings. Participants
rate how characteristic each item is of themselves and of
their sibling using a 5-point Likert scale (Hardly at
all = 1; Extremely much = 5) for all items except rivalry

items, which were assessed with a 5-likert scale
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(Partipipant is usually favored = 1; Sibling is usually
favored = 5). The scale includes fourteen subscales that

comprise the above three factors: Intimacy (i.e.,
emotional closeness), Affection (i.e., positive affective,

behaviors), Knowledge (i.e., sharing confidences),
Acceptance (i.e., of personality characteristics,

choices), Similarity (i.e., how alike siblings are),
Admiration (i.e., positive thoughts about sibling),

Emotional Support (i.e., comforting, caring for),
Instrumental Support (i.e., aiding, supplying with
resources), Dominance (i.e., power, control over),

Competition (i.e., struggle with sibling over resources),
Antagonism (i.e., intentionally causing distress),

Quarreling (i.e., arguing, fighting), Maternal Rivalry
(i.e., competing for maternal affection/attention), and
Paternal Rivalry (i.e., competing for paternal

affection/attention). Items can be calculated to yield
scores for the three ,main sibling relationship factors, as
well as the fourteen subscales, with higher scores

indicating higher levels of each characteristic.
Test-retest reliability, based on a college-aged sample,

ranged from .87 to .95 for the three main dimensions, and
ranged from .75 to .93 for the fourteen subscales.
Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) scores were .97
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for Warmth,

.93 for Conflict, and .88 for Rivalry, and

ranged from .74 to .92 for the fourteen subscales (Stocker
et al., 1997).

The third measure used was the Peer Attachment Scale
from the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (Armsden
& Greenberg, 1987), a 25-item measure of communication,

trust, and alienation in peer relationships (Appendix C).

Items were reworded for the current study such that the
word "sibling" was substituted for "friends". This scale

is based on attachment theory and assesses how well peers
(siblings) serve as sources of psychological security.
Formulated on college-aged samples, this scale instructs
participants to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale how

true’each statement is for them (1 = Almost never or never
true; 5 = Almost always or always true). This scale

includes three subscales: 1) Trust (i.e., the degree of

mutual trust, understanding, and respect between
siblings), 2) Communication (i.e., the quality and extent
of verbal communication between siblings, including how

easily individuals could share problems with their
siblings, how empathic and sensitive siblings were to

individuals, and how easily siblings could read

individuals' feelings), and 3) Alienation (i.e., the
extent of feelings of anger, alienation, and isolation of
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individuals toward siblings, the inability of individuals
to talk over problems with siblings, the extent to which

siblings were upset, inattentive, and insensitive to
individuals). Items can be summed to yield both a global

attachment score (with the Alienation scale reverse-scored

so that higher scores indicate higher amounts of
attachment) or three subscale scores (with higher scores
indicating higher amounts of trust, communication, and

alienation). Test-retest reliability, based on a young
adult sample, was .93; item-total correlations range from
.53 to .80 (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987).

Mental Well-Being
The Brief-Symptom Inventory-18 (BSI-18)

(Derogatis,

2001) was used to assess general mental health of

participants (Appendix D). The BSI-18 is an 18-item scale
designed to screen for depressive, anxious, and somatic

symptoms. Derived from the Brief Symptom Inventory
(Derogatis, 1993) itself an adaptation of the Symptom
Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R; Derogatis, 1994), which
are both based on the Hopkins Symptom Checklist

(Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Uhlenhuth, & Covi, 1974),

this scale asks respondents to rate how often they have
experienced anxious, depressive, and somatic symptoms
within the past 7 days on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Not
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at all =1; 5 = Extremely). Items can be summed to yield

both a global severity index (GSI) as well as three
subscale scores for anxiety, depression, and somatization

dimensions. Based on a large community sample subscale and
overall scores from the BSI-18 have are highly correlated
with corresponding subscales from the SCL-90-R (ranged

from 0.91 to 0.96), which has a more extensive history of

empirical support for its validity and reliability
(Derogatis, 2001). Based on the same sample the BSI-18 has

shown adequate to good internal consistency: a = .74 for

somatization,

.84 for depression,

.79 for anxiety, and .89

for GSI (Derogatis, 2001). No test-retest reliability data

exist for the BSI-18.

Sibling Role Expectations
Siblings' role expectations were assessed using a

series of open-ended questions that ask participants about

siblings' roles and responsibilities toward one another,
including what they think their major role as a sibling

is, what their responsibilities toward older and younger
brothers and sisters are, and how they think siblings
might influence their personal life decisions (i.e.,

marriage, career, education, etc.)
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(Appendix E).

Demographics

Finally, participants completed a short demographics

page to determine age, sex, ethnic background, marital
status, level of education, parents' marital status, and
parents' levels of education (Appendix F).

Procedure
All of the scales and open-ended questions were

translated from English to Arabic for the Egyptian sample
by a professional translator and reviewed by a native

Egyptian Arabic speaker to assure that the average
Egyptian reader would understand the questions. Egyptian

participants answered all open-ended questions in Arabic,

which were then translated from Arabic to English upon
completion of data collection.
All participants were instructed to complete the

questionnaire at home and return it to the experimenter at
their convenience. The questionnaire took approximately 45

minutes to complete.

35

CHAPTER THREE

RESULTS
Preliminary Analysis
The definitions, means, and standard deviations for
the major variables in this study are shown in Table 2.

T-tests comparing the sibling relationship variables and
mental well-being in the U.S. and the Egyptian sample are

shown in Appendix G.

Analyses
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 stated that attachments between siblings

would be stronger in the Egyptian sample compared to the
American sample. To test this hypothesis, t-tests were
computed comparing Americans' vs. Egyptians' scores on the

sibling attachment variables. As Table 3 shows, sibling

attachment as measured by the IPPA showed no significant
differences between the two groups for either the global

(IPPA) attachment score or the (IPPA) subscale scores.
Sibling affect as a child (i.e., emotions/feelings felt

toward siblings/sibling relationships) was significantly
more positive among U.S. participants compared to Egyptian
participants. However, the Egyptian sample did have

significantly higher levels of warmth (ASRQ)
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(i.e.,

intimacy, affection, and emotional support) between

siblings than did the U.S. sample.
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Table 2. Definitions, Means, and Standard Deviations of Variables
Variable

Definitions

M

SD

Sibling Relations
1) Lifespan Sibling
Relationship Scale (LSRS)

co
co

a) Child Affect

Emotions/feelings felt toward the sibling/sibling
relationship as a child (higher scores = more positive
affect toward sibling/sibling relationship as a child)

20.64

7.46

b) Child Cognitions

Beliefs, thoughts, opinions about the sibling/sibling
relationship as a child (higher scores = more positive
cognitions about the sibling/sibling relationship as a
child)

20.87

7.71

c) Child Behavior

Degree and positivity of behavioral interactions with
sibling as a child (higher scores = more frequent/positive
behaviors with the sibling as a child)

21.17

7.46

d) Adult Affect

Emotions/feelings felt toward the sibling/sibling
relationship as an adult (higher scores = more positive
affect toward the sibling/sibling relationship as an adult)

16.08

6.20

e) Adult Cognitions

Beliefs, thoughts, opinions about the sibling/sibling
relationship as an adult (higher scores = more positive
cognitions about the sibling/sibling relationship as an
adult)

17.77

7.16

f) Adult Behavior

Degree and positivity of behavioral interactions with
sibling as an adult (higher scores = more frequent/positive
behaviors with the sibling as an adult)

21.44

7.54

2) Adult Sibling Relationship
Questionnaire (ASRQ)

A) Warmth

Overall degree of perceived similarity, intimacy,
151.03 36.58
affection, admiration, emotional and instrumental support,
acceptance, and knowledge between siblings (higher scores =
perceptions of greater amounts of warmth between siblings)

Variable

Definitions

M

SD

1) Similarity

How alike siblings are (higher scores = perceptions of
higher levels of similarity between siblings)

11.50

3.85

2) Intimacy

Emotional closeness between siblings (higher scores =
perceptions of more intimacy between siblings)

18.64

5.78

3) Affection

Positive affective behaviors/feelings between siblings
(higher scores = perceptions of more affection between
siblings)

21.63

6.20

4) Admiration

Positive thoughts about sibling (higher scores =
perceptions of more admiration between siblings)

21.28

4.80

5) Emotional Support

Comforting, caring for sibling (higher scores = perceptions
of greater amounts of emotional support between siblings)

19.62

6.28

6) Instrumental
Support

Aiding, supplying sibling with resources (higher scores =
perceptions of greater amounts of instrumental support
between siblings)

17.03

5.47

7) Acceptance

Accepting sibling's personality characteristics, choices
(higher scores = perceptions of greater amounts of
acceptance between siblings)

21.32

5.09

8) Knowledge

Sharing confidences with sibling (higher scores =
perceptions that siblings know more about one another)

19.99

5.49

Overall degree of perceived competition, quarreling,
dominance, and antagonism between siblings (higher scores =
perceptions of greater amounts of conflict between
siblings)

49.73

15.16

1) Competition

Struggle with sibling over resources (higher scores =
perceptions of greater amounts of competition between
siblings)

11.86

4.79

2) Quarreling

Arguing, fighting with sibling (higher scores = perceptions
of greater amounts of quarreling between siblings)

13.25

4.61

3) Dominance

Power/control over sibling (higher'scores = perceptions of
greater amounts of dominance over sibling)

12.01

4.04

4) Antagonism

Intentionally provoking/causing sibling distress (higher
scores = perceptions of greater amounts of antagonism

12.62

4.99

B) Conflict

M

SD

Overall degree of perceived paternal and maternal rivalry
between siblings (higher scores = perceptions of greater
amounts of rivalry between siblings)

9.99

7.56

1) Paternal Rivalry

Competing with sibling for paternal affection/attention
(higher scores = perceptions of greater amounts of paternal
rivalry between siblings)

4.93

4.52

2) Maternal Rivalry

Competing with sibling for maternal affection/attention
(higher scores = perceptions of greater amounts of maternal
rivalry between siblings)

5.06

3.87

Degree of attachment between siblings (higher scores =
stronger attachment between siblings)

81.83

17.42

1) Trust

Degree of mutual trust, understanding, and respect between
siblings (higher scores = greater amounts of trust between
siblings)

37.35

8.77

2) Communication

Quality and extent of verbal communication, including how
easily siblings can share problems, how empathic and
sensitive siblings are, and how easily siblings can read
one another's feelings (higher scores = greater amounts of
trust between siblings)

23.55

6.47

3) Alienation

Extent of feelings of anger, alienation, and isolation
toward siblings, the inability to talk over problems with
siblings, the extent to which siblings were upset,
inattentive, and insensitive to one another (higher scores
= greater amounts of alienation between siblings)

17.56

3.55

Degree of total depressive, anxious, and somatic symptoms
(higher scores = greater severity of symptoms)

34.06

11.98

Variable

Definitions
between siblings)

C) Rivalry

3) Sibling Attachment Scale

A) Global Attachment

Mental Well-Being

1) Brief Symptom
Inventory-18 (BSI-18)

A) Global Severity Index

Table 3. T-Tests Comparing American and Egyptian Samples

on Sibling Attachment Variables
Variables
1)

American Egyptian
M

t

df

2

Sibling Attachment Scale
(IPPA)
A) Global Attachment Score

81.75

81.94

-.07 150.23

. 944

1) Trust

37.65

36.96

.50 153.53

. 615

2) Communication

23.22

24.00

-.77 153.48

.443

3) Alienation

17.77

17.28

.83 125.50

.411

A) Emotions/feelings felt
toward sibling/sibling
relationship as a child

22.35

18.27

3.66 154.61

.001

B) Emotions/feelings felt
toward sibling/sibling
relationship as an adult

16.71

15.20

1.62 153.68

.108

144.94

158.59

-2.36 148.90

.020

1) Intimacy

17.70

19.81

-2.32 150.78

.022

2) Affection

20.09

23.54

-3.64 153.61

.001

4) Emotional Support

18.25

21.31

-3.13 149.50

.002

2) Lifespan Sibling
Relationship Scale (LSRS)

3) Adult Sibling Relationship
Questionnaire (ASRQ)

A) Warmth

Therefore, although Hypothesis 1 was not supported by

attachment scores on the IPPA, -Egyptian siblings did

report higher levels of warmth than U.S. siblings.
Hypothesis^ 1 was therefore partially supported.
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 stated that positive (i.e.,

"successful") sibling relationships would be positively
and significantly related to mental well-being in both
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Arab and U.S. samples, while negative (i.e.,
"conflictual") sibling relations would be more detrimental

to mental well-being in the Arab sample than in the U.S.
sample.

To test the first part of this hypothesis,■
correlations between the positive sibling relationship
variables and the mental well-being scale (BSI-18) were
computed. Results are shown in Table 4 and suggest that
for the U.S. sample, higher levels of warmth, admiration,

acceptance, knowledge, communication, attachment, and
trust between siblings were negatively and significantly
related to global severity symptoms. For the Egyptian
sample, positive sibling attachment and trust between

siblings were the only variables which were negatively and

significantly related to global severity symptoms. Thus,
more of the qualitative features of the sibling
relationship in the U.S. sample positively impacted mental

well-being than in the Egyptian sample. Therefore, the
first part of Hypothesis 2 was supported in the U.S.

sample but not as strongly in the Egyptian sample.
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Table 4. Correlations between Positive Sibling

Relationship Variables and Brief-Symptom Inventory Global
Severity Symptom Scores in American and Egyptian Samples
Variables

Scale

Child Affect

LSRS Subscale

Child Behavior

LSRS Subscale

Child Cognition

LSRS Subscale

Adult Affect

LSRS Subscale

Adult Behavior

LSRS Subscale

Adult Cognition

LSRS Subscale

Warmth

ASRQ Factor

Intimacy

ASRQ Subscale

Affection

Admiration

ASRQ Subscale
ASRQ Subscale

Emotional Support

ASRQ Subscale

Instrumental Support

ASRQ Subscale

Acceptance

ASRQ Subscale

Knowledge

ASRQ Subscale

Sibling Attachment

IPPA Global Scale

Trust

IPPA Subscale

Communication

IPPA Subscale

Mental Well Being (BSI)2
American
Egyptian
-.03
-.03
-.04
.19
.10
. 18
-.23*
-.20
-.21
-.25*
-.11
-.06
-.28**
- . 28**
-.38***
-.36***
-.24*

.10
.24
.16
.16
.09
.17
-.16
-.16
-.16
-.12
-.10
-.11
-.22
-.17
-.30*
-.28*
-.18

*p < .05
**p < .01
***p < .001

For the second part of Hypothesis 2, correlations
between the negative sibling relationship variables and
the mental well-being scale (BSI-18) were computed.

Results are shown in Table 5. For the U.S. sample,
quarreling, antagonism, conflict, rivalry, alienation,

Higher BSI scores indicate higher amounts of global severity
symptoms
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Table 5. Correlations between Negative Sibling

Relationship Variables and Brief-Symptom Inventory Global
Severity Symptom Scores in American and Egyptian Samples
Variables

Scale

Conflict

ASRQ Factor

Rivalry

ASRQ Factor

Mental Well Being (BSI)3
American
Egyptian

Alienation

■ IPPA Subscale

Quarreling

ASRQ Subscale

Antagonism

ASRQ Subscale

Competition

ASRQ Subscale

Dominance

ASRQ Subscale

Paternal Rivalry

ASRQ Subscale

Maternal Rivalry

ASRQ Subscale

.36***
.31**
.55***
42***
.38***
.18
.26*
.27**
.27*

.31**
. 43***
. 44 ***

.19
.11
.30*
.33**
.31*
. 47***

*p < .05
**p < .01
***p < .001

dominance, paternal rivalry, and maternal rivalry were

positively and significantly related to global severity
symptoms. In the Egyptian sample, competition, conflict,
rivalry, alienation, dominance, paternal rivalry, and
maternal rivalry were positively and significantly related

to global severity symptoms. While the correlation between
and maternal rivalry and mental well-being was more highly

correlated in the Egyptian sample than in the U.S. sample,
quarreling and antagonism were more significantly
correlated with mental well-being in the U.S. sample than
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in the Egyptian sample. In addition, a greater number of
negative sibling relationship qualities were
(surprisingly) significantly related to higher amounts of

global severity symptoms in the U.S. sample than in the
Egyptian sample. Therefore, the second part of Hypothesis
2 (i.e., conflictual sibling relationships would be more

negatively and significantly related to mental well-being

in the Egyptian sample) was not supported.
Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that siblings in the Egyptian
sample would provide more emotional and instrumental
support to one another than U.S. siblings. To test this
hypothesis, t-tests were computed comparing these two

groups' scores on the emotional support and instrumental
support scales from the ASRQ. As shown in Table 6, this
hypothesis was supported: siblings in the Egyptian sample

reported significantly higher amounts of both emotional
and instrumental support from siblings than did the U.S.

sample.

Higher BSI scores indicate higher amounts of global severity
symptoms
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Table 6. T-Tests Comparing American and Egyptian Samples

on Emotional and Social Support between Siblings
Variables

1) Emotional Support
2)

Instrumental Support

American Egyptian
Sample
Sample
M

t

df

■2

18.25

21.31

-3.13 149.50 .002

15.94

18.38

-2.80 136.92 .006

Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 stated that sibling role expectations

would be more prescribed (and more "traditional" along

gender lines) in the Arab sample, while the U.S. sample

would have less prescribed, less gender-role specific, and
more covert sibling role expectations. To test.this

hypothesis, a content analysis was performed on
participants' responses to the open-ended questions

included in the questionnaire. Results are shown in Table

7.
The first three questions address sibling

relationships in general, while the last four address

specific responsibilities toward older/younger brothers
and sisters.
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Table 7. United States and Egyptian Samples' Responses to Sibling Role Expectations
Question

U.S. Responses (n = 91)

What do you believe your major role
is as a sibling?

Support

43%

Caring

40%

Caring

22%

Support

27%

Role Model

14%

Guidance/Advice

15%

Friend/Companion

8%

Role Model

7%

Guidance/Advice

6%

Honesty

4%

Keep in Contact

2%

Keep In Contact

2%

Respect

1%

Respect

2%

No Role

4%

No Role

4%

Do you believe that you have specific Support
responsibilities toward your
Caring
siblings? If yes, what are those
responsibilities?
Guidance/Advice

37%

Caring

40%

22%

Support

20%

8%

Guidance/Advice

18%

6%

Yes (no elaboration)

5%

Role Model

3%

Confidante/Listen to

3%

Confidante/Listen to

2%

Respect

2%

ld/Companion

1%

No Responsibilities

12%

Yes

(no elaboration)

responsibilities

Are there any responsibilities that
you have toward your siblings that
you would rather not have?

Egyptian Responses (n = 71)

21%

No

76%

No

79%

Yes

24%

Yes

21%

U.S. Responses (n = 91)

In your opinion, what do you believe
is one's main responsibility toward
an older brother?

Respect

33%

Respect

Support

25%

Guidance/Advice

7%

Caring

13%

Support

5%

In your opinion, what do you believe
is one's main responsibility toward
an older sister?

76%

Confidante/Listen to

7%

Caring

5%

Guidance/Advice

4%

Friend/Companion

2%

Friend/Companion

4%

Confidante/Listen to

2%

Protect

3%

Keep in Contact

2%

No Responsibility

10%

Support

33%

Respect

44%

Respect

29%
13%
13%
4%

Caring

23%
13%
5%

Caring
co

Egyptian Responses (n = 71)

Question

Protect

Friend/Companion

Support
Friend/Companion

Confidante/Listen to

5%

Guidance/Advice

3%

Guidance/Advice

3%

Confidante/Listen to

3%

Protect

3%

None

3%

None

5%

Question

Egyptian Responses (n = 71)

U.S. Responses (n = 91)
26%

Caring

45%

26%

Guidance/Advice

29%

20%

Support

10%

Support

10%

Protect

6%

Caring

9%

Friend/Companion

4%

Respect

4%

Respect

2%

Confidante/Listen to

1%

Role Model

2%

None

4%

None

2%

Guidance/Advice
In your opinion, what do you believe
is one's main responsibility toward a
Role Model
younger brother?
Protect

26%

Caring

46%

22%

Guidance/Advice

22%

18%

Protect

15%

Support

15%

Support

5%

Caring

11%

Friend/Companion

5%

Protect
In your opinion, what do you believe
is one's main responsibility toward a
Guidance/Advice
younger sister?
Role Model

Friend/Companion

3%

Respect

2%

Respect

1%

None

5%

Confidante/Listen to

1%

None

3%

The first two questions had. somewhat similar
responses. The U.S. responses to the first question ("What

do you believe your major role is as a sibling?")
emphasized support (including all forms of support, e.g.,

emotional, instrumental, financial, etc.), caring (e.g.,
caregiving, love, look after, protect, etc.), and "being a

role model" (Table 7). For the Egyptian sample, the most
common responses were caring and support (in that order).

The second question asked, "Do you believe that you
have specific responsibilities toward your siblings? If

yes, what are those responsibilities?" For the U.S.
sample, 79% responded that they felt they had specific

responsibilities toward their siblings. Of those
responses, "support" was mentioned the most often (with

about half as many participants indicated caring as their

specific responsibility). For the Egyptian sample, 88%
responded that they had specific responsibilities toward

their siblings. The most frequent response was "caring"
(with support mentioned second). Therefore, the U.S. and

Egyptian samples' responses were opposite of one another.

Also, 21% of U.S. participants responded that they had no

specific responsibilities toward their siblings, which was
almost double the percentage of Egyptian participants

(Table 7). This suggests a slight difference in how
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prescribed sibling roles are in the U.S. compared to the
Egyptian samples.

Responses to the third question ("Are there any

responsibilities that you have toward your siblings that
you would rather not have?") showed no significant

differences between samples: the majority of both groups

(76% U.S., 79% Egyptian) said no, they did not have any

responsibilities they would rather not have (Table 7).
As expected, responses to the last four questions
(regarding responsibilities toward older/younger brothers
and sisters) were more prescribed and more traditional
along gender lines in the Egyptian sample compared to the

U.S. sample.

For the Egyptian sample, the majority of participants
believed that older siblings were to be respected while

younger siblings were mainly to be cared for (which
included caregiving, loving, solving problems, etc.), and

to a somewhat lesser degree, guided/advised and protected.
As expected, obligations toward siblings were also more
traditional along gender lines: for example, 76% of

Egyptians indicated that older brothers were to be
respected compared to only 44% indicating such an

obligation toward older sisters. Also, 23% percent of
Egyptians indicated "caring" (which included caring for,
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loving, solving problems, etc.) as a responsibility toward

an older sister as compared to only 5% indicating such an

obligation toward an older brother, and 13% indicated that
an older sister should be given support as compared to

only 5% indicating such for older brothers. These
differences suggest a more traditional perspective of

sisters as needing to be "taken care of" and of brothers
as being the respected, strong providers in little need of

support.

In contrast to the Egyptian sample, sibling role
expectations in the U.S. sample were almost equally
divided between respect and support for both older

brothers (33% respect, 25% support) and sisters (33%
support, 29% respect), followed closely by caring (13% for

both brothers and sisters).

As for younger siblings, although the percentages of
responses between the sexes in the Egyptian sample were
somewhat equal for the most frequent response of "caring"

(45% for brothers, 46% for sisters), as well as for the

second most common response of "guidance/adv.ice" (29% for
brothers, 22% for sisters), 15% of Egyptians said younger

sisters were to be protected as compared to only 6%
responding so for younger brothers, suggesting that

Egyptians believe boys do not need as much protection as

52

girls do. This, again, implies more traditional gender
specific beliefs about siblings among Egyptian

participants.
With regards to younger■siblings in the U.S. sample,

expectations were again closely divided between

guidance/advice (26% for brothers, 22% for sisters), being

a role model (26% for brothers, 18% for sisters),
protection (20% for brothers, 26% for sisters), and
support (10% for brothers, 15% for sisters). This suggests
that beliefs about younger siblings among U.S.

participants are less traditional in terms of gender.

As indicated by the similarity in percentages of
expected responsibilities between brothers and sisters, no

substantial differences appear to exist between the
expected responsibilities toward brothers vs. sisters in

the U.S. sample, suggesting that role expectations are

less traditional along gender lines in the U.S. sample
compared to the Egyptian sample. However, since there were

common themes that emerged in the U.S. sample, it is
suggested that there are some covert, albeit less

prescribed, sibling role expectations among U.S.
participants. Additionally, the substantially higher

percentages of specific responses in the Egyptian sample
(e.g., 76% of Egyptians responding with the same answer to
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the question about responsibility toward an older brother

as compared to only 33% of U.S. participants agreeing on

what responsibilities to an older brother are) suggests
that sibling role expectations are far more clearly

prescribed in the Egyptian sample as compared to the U.S.

sample. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported.
Additional Analyses
Although the relationship between conflictual sibling

relations and mental well-being in the Egyptian sample was
not supported, t-tests for the mental well-being scale

were computed comparing the U.S. vs. Egyptian samples and
comparing males vs. females within each culture. Results

showed that Egyptians had significantly higher global
severity scores than the U.S. participants (t = -4.15,
p < .001). Also, as shown in Table 8, within the Egyptian

sample females were significantly more depressed than
males. There were no significant sex differences among
U.S. participants.
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Table 8. T-Tests Comparing American and Egyptian Samples
on Mental Well-Being Between Sex Within Each Culture

BSI-18 (Mental Well-Being) Score4
Males
t
Females
df
p
M
M

American Sample

29.53

31.53

-0.84

67.04

.402

Egyptian Sample

35.84

42.00

-1.98

62.61

.050

Higher BSI scores indicate higher amounts of global severity
symptoms
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CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was to examine and

compare sibling relations in individualistic (U.S.) and
collectivist (Egyptian) cultures. Of specific interest was
the degree of attachment between siblings, the amount of

emotional and instrumental support siblings provide for
one another, the influence of the sibling relationship on

mental well-being, and sibling role expectations. In
general, the findings of this study revealed both

similarities and differences between the two cultures.

Hypothesis 1
The results for the first hypothesis, that attachment
between siblings would be stronger in the Egyptian sample

compared to the U.S. sample showed moderate support:
Egyptian siblings were significantly higher on warmth,

intimacy, affection, and emotional support. This finding
supports the view that the behavioral manifestations of
attachment may vary by culture (e.g., Grossman, Grossman,
& Kelper, 2005; LeVine, & Norman, 2008;Posada & Jacobs,

2001). This research suggests that, in a culture where the

expression of emotion is encouraged and considered normal
in interpersonal relations (i.e., as is the case in
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Egypt), affection between siblings may be more common,
than in individualistic cultures. Surprisingly, though,
the global measure of attachment score was almost

identical between cultures. This finding, combined with
the previous finding (i.e., higher levels of warmth,

intimacy affection, and emotional support in the Egyptian
sample) lends more support to the idea that although

attachment may be the same in two cultures, the way in
which attachment is expressed may vary across cultures.

One possible explanation of this finding is that siblings

in Egypt are encouraged to be affectionate and warm with
one another from an early age, and are socialized to be

more expressive of emotions in general. This contrasts
somewhat with the norm in Western cultures, where warmth
and affection between siblings may be promoted while the

expression of "dramatic" emotions is not as common. Along
these lines, it could be the case that the Egyptian sample

responded more dramatically than the U.S. sample on the

sibling relationship' quality measures due to a "tendency

to hyperbole" found in Arab samples (e.g., Radner, Adler,
Schwibbe, & Sultan, 1991), a concept to be discussed

further in Hypothesis 2. Future studies examining

behavioral components of attachment in both Egyptian and
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U.S. samples would provide a more informed understanding
of these findings.
Hypothesis 2

The first part of the second hypothesis stated that

"positive" (i.e., "successful") sibling relationships
would be positively and significantly related to mental

well-being in both Arab and U.S. samples. Results showed

some support for this hypothesis for the U.S. sample, but
little support for the Egyptian sample. These findings
confirm previous U.S. findings suggesting that siblings

with high psychological functioning have less conflict in

their adult sibling relationships, and those with sibling
relationships characterized by high warmth and low
conflict in early adulthood have lower levels of

depression (e.g., Milevsky, 2005; Sherman, Lansford, &
Volling, 2006; Stocker et al., 1997).

For the Arab sample, there was little relationship
between positive sibling relations and mental well-being

except for the global attachment score and its "trust"
subscale, which may be a function of the caretaking nature

of older siblings toward younger siblings. As previously
mentioned, older siblings in collectivist cultures often

serve as caretakers of younger siblings (e.g., Cicirelli,
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1994), thus possibly transforming the sibling relationship
into one that may resemble a parent-child relationship.

Alternatively, the fact that sibling attachment was
significantly related to mental well-being (while almost
all other positive sibling relationship qualities were

not) could indicate that the intensity of certain sibling
relationship qualities (such as conflict) is not as

significant in Egyptian culture. For example, conflict
between siblings may be a common aspect of sibling

relationships in collectivist cultures considering the
constant contact between siblings and the possible

inevitability of conflict, a topic that will be discussed
further below. However, sibling attachment could be the
one variable that is essential to maintaining

collectivism. For example, in order for an individual to

function in a collectivist culture (which stresses strong
familial ties), it may be essential to have secure
attachments with family members, including siblings. If
such attachments do not exist, one's ability to function

within society could be diminished, which could in turn

influence one's mental well-being.
The second part of Hypothesis 2 stated that

"negative" (i.e., "conflictual") sibling relations would
be more detrimental to mental well-being in the Arab

59

sample than in the U.S. sample. Except for the maternal
rivalry variable, results of this study generally did not
support this hypothesis: indeed, results showed that
within the U.S. but not the Egyptian sample, there was a

significant link between quarreling, antagonism, and lower
mental well-being. Such findings are consistent with the
already substantial literature linking negative sibling

relationships with lower levels of mental well-being in
the U.S.

(e.g., Kim et al., 2007; Stocker et al., 2002;

Waldinger. 2007). While theories suggest that conflictual

sibling relations may be more detrimental to mental
well-being in collectivist cultures (than individualistic
cultures) due to the interdependent nature of these

societies (e.g., Nuckolls, 1993), this was not supported.
There are several possible explanations for these

unexpected findings. First, the mental well-being scale
used (BSI-18) was a scale developed in the U.S. using U.S.

subjects. There is the possibility that the scale was not

culturally sensitive enough to assess symptoms pertaining
to mental well-being among Egyptians. Although some mental

well-being scales have been used successfully among Arab
populations

(i.e., Abdullah, 1998; Al Haddad, 2000), no

studies have used the BSI-18 in such samples. For example,

research examining perceptions of depression in Arab
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samples in Dubai (United Arab Emirates) have found that
Arabs perceived social withdrawal, feeling afraid,

irritability, loss of sleep, loss of appetite, sadness,

crying, excessive thinking, feeling bored, and loss of
interest in sex as key symptoms of depression (Sulaiman,

Bhugra, & DeSilva, 2001). The BSI-18 does not address

several of these factors. In fact, the BSI-18 includes
factors that may not be as strongly related to depression
among Arabs, such as thoughts of suicide. Considering
suicide is something believed to be morally wrong in
Islamic cultures such factors therefore may not be
relevant. This is reflected in findings that suicidal

tendencies were lower in Arabs compared to Americans in
spite of significantly higher levels of depression among
Arabs (compared to Americans)

(Lester & Abdel-Khalek,

1998).
In addition, Arab researchers point out the

importance of understanding the way in which depressive
symptoms are expressed. Okasha (1999) explains that

Egyptians may manifest depression differently than would
British samples (considered, to be individualistic) due to
the collectivist nature of Egyptian culture. For example,

somatic symptoms are more common in Egyptians as compared
to British samples due to the greater acceptance of
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dependence on members of the society when one is

experiencing physical illnesses, and the lesser tolerance
of psychological stress, which, in Egyptian culture, can
be regarded as a sign of weakness or insanity (Okasha,
2004). Along these lines, research also points to the

importance of open-ended questions as measures of

depression in Arab samples due to the fact that Arabs
typically describe depression in ways that indicate

somatic symptoms, such as "the heart is poisoning me", or
"my body is shattered over the bed" (Hamdi, Amin, &

Abou-Saleh, 1997). Therefore, a measure that asks one to

rate symptoms on a numbered scale may not be as effective
in assessing mental well-being as interview methods or

open-ended question measures in Arab samples.
Another possible explanation for the lack of support
found for the hypothesized relationship between negative

sibling relationships and decreased mental well-being in
the Egyptian sample is that within collectivist cultures,

conflict between siblings could be a natural or expected
part of one's existence, and therefore not viewed as a

negative event — (and thus not a factor that would
negatively influence well-being). As mentioned above,
siblings in collectivist cultures are in constant contact
throughout life. It is possible that this constant contact
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(and the likely inevitability of conflict) could serve to

influence children to accept conflict as a normal aspect

of sibling relations — so much so that conflict is not as

much a cause of distress. For example, sibling rivalry was
initially the focus of much research when siblings first

started being studied in the U.S.

(e.g., DelGiudice, 1986;

Schachter & Stone, 1987). However, anthropological data
suggests that this phenomenon does not exist to the same

extent in collectivist cultures and is almost a non-issue

(e.g., Beals & Eason, 1993). It may be the case that what
Americans perceive as conflict, and what is therefore
detrimental to one's well-being, may not be perceived as

such in collectivist cultures (which promote
interdependence and living in close proximity to siblings

throughout life). In other words, in order to promote the
cultural value of interdependence, people in collectivist
cultures could actually be socialized to accept conflict

as a part of family functioning. Worthy of note is the

author's finding that the factors that were more

negatively and significantly related to mental well-being
in the Egyptian sample included rivalry, competition,
paternal rivalry, and most significantly, maternal
rivalry, all of which are factors that may impede

interdependence. This finding suggests that the existence

63

of interdependence may be somewhat important to one's

well-being in collectivist cultures.
The finding that maternal rivalry is the most

negatively related to well-being could be another function
of sibling caretaking in collectivist cultures. For
example, mothers in collectivist cultures (especially in

rural areas) are often required to work in order to ensure
family survival. This, combined with the honor bestowed

upon elders in collectivist cultures, places mothers on a

metaphorical pedestal of sorts, which may increase the
value of maternal interactions. Therefore, when siblings
are often primary caregivers, as is the case in

collectivist cultures (e.g., Cicirelli, 1994),

interactions with mothers are likely less frequent, and
therefore more valuable. Future research on mother-child
relationships with later born children (i.e., third,

fourth, fifth born) in collectivist cultures could shed

light on such a possibility.
Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that siblings in the Egyptian
sample would provide more emotional and instrumental

support compared to U.S. siblings. Results confirmed this
hypothesis and support previous research suggesting that
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siblings in collectivist cultures serve as significant

sources of support throughout the lifespan (e.g., Derne,

1993). The emphasis on the good of the community in
collectivist cultures thus appears to permeate family

dynamics within these cultures. This can also be
understood through religious dictations: in Islam (the

predominant religion in Egypt), it is forbidden to cut

ties with any family member, so long as they do not
encourage kufr (disbelief in God)

(Al-Qaradawi, 1982).

These findings are also consistent with the identification

of Egyptian culture as a collectivist culture, as sibling

support is a key component.of interdependence.
Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 stated that sibling role expectations
would be more prescribed (and more "traditional" along

gender lines) in the Arab sample, while the U.S. sample

would have less prescribed, less gender-role specific, and
more covert sibling role expectations. Results indicated

that sibling role expectations in the U.S. are indeed far
less defined than they are in Egypt. When asked about
specific responsibilities toward older and younger

siblings, Egyptians tended to agree on one or two specific

responsibilities, whereas U.S. participants' were more
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equally divided between two, three, or four different

answers. This suggests that in Egypt there is more of a
consensus of what is expected of siblings, and therefore,

what it means to be a sibling is more concrete, while in
the U.S. the definition of "sibling" may be more flexible

and composed of a number of different factors.

Although sibling role expectations appear to be more
covert in the U.S. sample, some common expectations did
emerge in the data. For example, for the question

addressing responsibilities toward older brothers, while
over twice as many Egyptians responded with "respect",

among the U.S. responses, "respect" and "support" were
somewhat closely matched (33% and 25% respectively).

Similarly, when asked about responsibilities toward an
older sister, U.S. responses were again closely divided

between "support" and "respect" (33% and 29%
respectively) . These findings suggest that, although not

as delineated as in the Egyptian sample, some common
themes exist regarding what it means to be a sibling, and

therefore what is expected of siblings in the U.S.

The finding of an overwhelmingly clear expectation of

respect toward older brothers in the Egyptian sample,
along with the predominant expectation that younger

siblings are to be cared for, guided, and protected
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(particularly females), is consistent with previous
research showing that sibling roles are hierarchical and
traditional along gender lines in Arab communities (i.e.,
Joseph, 1994). Also, this finding is consistent with

theories of sibling influence on gender role socialization
in collectivist cultures. The fact that Egyptian
individuals view siblings as having different types of

responsibilities from one another depending on their sex
(i.e., brothers command respect while sisters are to be

protected, which are stereotypically traditional
gender-specific behaviors) implies that siblings in Egypt
know on some level that they are expected to treat one

another in accordance with cultural gender norms. It is

likely that parents in these societies may encourage
specific behaviors between their children which promote
the development of traditional and hierarchical patterns

of behavior, which likely reinforce patriarchy and
collectivism within Arab cultures. Additionally, the

prevalence of sibling caretaking within Arab cultures
could lend to the reinforcement of patriarchy and gender

roles. The performance of functions typically performed by

parents (in individualistic cultures) by older siblings
may serve to socialize children to behave in certain ways

with siblings. An older sibling who treats his/her younger
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sibling like a son/daughter (i.e., cares for, supports,
protects) is likely to be more respected and honored by
the younger sibling, and, consequently, such respect and
honor may reinforce the older sibling's caretaking

behaviors.

Additional Analyses
It was also found that the Egyptian sample was

significantly more depressed than the U.S. sample. These
findings are consistent with those of Lester and
colleagues (1998) who found that Kuwaiti students were

significantly more depressed than their American
counterparts. Within the Egyptian sample, women were

significantly more depressed than males, which supports
previous studies' findings that Arab women in Iraq, Syria,
Egypt, Algeria, and the United Arab Emirates had a

significantly higher prevalence of depressive symptoms as
compared to their male counterparts (e.g., Alansari, 2006;

Daradkeh, Ghubash, & Abou-Saleh, 2002) . There are several
possible explanations for such findings.

First, the influence'of religion in Egyptian culture
may play a role. Islam is the predominant religion in

Egypt with approximately 90% of the population being

followers of the religion (Central Intelligence Agency
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[CIA], 2008). In Islam it is decreed that the "completion
of one's religion" (i.e., to reach the highest level of

faith) entails getting married and having a family
(Al-Qaradawi, 1982). However, the economic condition of

Egypt is poor with a 9.1% unemployment rate, a 9.5%
inflation rate, and 20% of the population living below the
poverty line (as compared to the U.S. with a 4.6%
unemployment rate, a 2.9% inflation rate, and only 12% of

the population living below the poverty line)

(CIA, 2008).

The result is a population socialized to believe that

marriage and a family is the ultimate goal for spiritual

growth but with limited resources to provide for families.
This explanation is somewhat reflected in findings that

indicate the highest levels of depression being amongst
unmarried and divorced women in Jordan and Palestine,

countries with similar conflicts between religious
dictations and economic instability (Al-Krenawi & Graham,

2004; CIA, 2008; Hamid, Abu-Hijleh, Sharif, Raqab, Mas'ad,
& Abbas, 2004).
A second possible, albeit less researched,
explanation for higher levels of depression in the
Egyptian sample (compared to,the U.S. sample) is that

Egyptians in general tend to be more extreme in their

expression of emotions. Some researchers (e.g., Radner et
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al., 1991) suggest that this may lead Egyptians to answer

questions on a measured scale to a more intense degree
(both positively and negatively) as compared to Westerners

(in this case a European sample), which could account for
the author's finding of higher levels of depression in the

Egyptian sample.
Third, as mentioned earlier, self-report measures may
not be an effective tool for assessing depression in Arab

samples. Open-ended questions may be more efficient in
identifying depressive symptoms pertaining specifically to

Arabs. Also, the factors measured using the BSI-18 may not
be relevant to depression among Arabs. Therefore, it could
be the case that the measure used in this study (BSI-18)

did not provide an accurate assessment of depression in
the Arab sample.

Limitations and Future Research
There were several limitations to this study. First,
measures used in both samples were measures that were

originally developed on U.S. subjects. The sensitivity of
these measures may not have been as culturally sensitive
as would be desired to measure the variables in the
Egyptian sample due to the possibility that variables such

as attachment or depression may manifest themselves
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differently amongst Egyptians. Further studies examining

behavioral components of attachment in Egyptian samples
would lend much to the research in this area.
Second, self-report measures (such as the sibling
relationship and depression measures used in this study)
are subj ective and are therefore reflective of perceptions

of individuals' sibling relationships and depressive
symptoms, which may not be sufficient tools for analyzing
relationship quality and/or depression. For example, a

depression measure that asks one to rate symptoms on a
numbered scale may not be as effective in assessing

depression as interview methods or open-ended question
measures in Arab samples seeing as Arabs may have a

"tendency to hyperbole" (Radner, et al., 1991). However,

some researchers have suggested that perceived sibling
relationship quality is relevant as the influence of

sibling relations is ultimately a psychological one

residing in the mind of the individual (e.g., Stocker et

al.r 1997). Future research could consider comparing

self-report vs. open-ended measures to determine which

strategy is more effective in both individualistic and
collectivist cultures.

A third limitation of this study is that participants
in Egypt and the U.S. were not matched as closely on
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variables such as urban vs. rural residency, family size,

parents' marital status, and other family constellation
variables (i.e. birth order, number of siblings, having

step/half siblings) as would be preferred in order to
buffer against extraneous effects. Future studies would

benefit from matching participants on these variables to
protect for such extraneous effects.

Fourth, the age range of participants was possibly
too large to eliminate one's developmental stage as an

extraneous variable. A more restricted age group (or
perhaps comparing sibling relations at different points in

time) might better control for the impact of developmental
change on attitudes.
Last, sibling dyads were not identified in this

study. Focusing on brother-sister, brother-brother, and
sister-sister relationships would lend much to the

understanding of sibling influence on gender role
development, especially in Egyptian samples.
Implications and Conclusions

Findings of this study have shed light on many

important aspects of sibling relationships in collectivist
and individualistic cultures. First, siblings in the U.S.
and Egypt appear to be somewhat similar in their
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attachment bonds, although siblings in Egypt show higher
levels of warmth, intimacy, affection, and emotional
support. The implication is that sibling attachment may
manifest itself differently in Egyptian samples vs. U.S.

samples due to different cultural models of interpersonal
relationships .

Second, positive sibling relationship qualities
appeared to be associated with lower levels of depression

in U.S. participants. These findings add to the abundant

literature that identifies high quality sibling
relationships as being an important influence on mental

well-being in the U.S.

(e.g., Milevsky, 2005; Sherman et

al., 2006; Stocker et al., 1997).
Third, although the majority of positive sibling
relationship variables were not associated with more

positive mental well-being among Egyptians, sibling

attachment was positively and significantly associated.
Implications of this finding are that sibling attachment
could be a function of sibling caretaking, and the more

pronounced influence of sibling attachment on mental

well-being (compared to other positive sibling
relationship qualities) may be a function of emphasis on
familial ties in collectivist cultures.

73

Fourth, negative sibling relationship qualities

appear to be associated with negative mental well-being in
the U.S. but do not appear to be so associated in Egypt.

The U.S. findings add credence to the literature in the

U.S., which implies that negative sibling relationships
can be detrimental to mental well-being (e.g., Kim et al.,

2007; Stocker et al., 2002; Waldinger, 2007). The

implications for the Egyptian findings are two-fold:

depression measures developed in the U.S. may not be
culturally appropriate to measure depression in Arab
samples (e.g., Hamdi et al., 1997), and these findings
could imply a difference in acceptance of conflict as a
normal aspect of sibling relationships in these two

cultures.
Fifth, sibling relationships in Egypt appear to be

more supportive (both emotionally and instrumentally) as
compared to the U.S. These findings suggest that
interdependence is a major aspect of Egyptian culture and
confirm its identification as a collectivist culture, a
definition that may be less applicable in the future with
the increasing adoption of western values in Egypt.

Sixth, sibling role expectations appear to be more
prescribed and more traditional along gender lines in

Egypt as compared to the U.S. These findings suggest that
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sibling role expectations are essential to reinforcement
of both collectivism and patriarchy in Egypt, as has been

found in other Arab societies such as Lebanon (Joseph,

1994). However, some covert sibling role expectations do
appear to exist in the U.S., implying that there is some

common idea of what it means to be a sibling in the U.S.

This begs the question of where these covert expectations

come from: are they a function of cultural ideals, or are
they the remains of an originally collectivist culture
having been altered by individualistic (perhaps

capitalistic) ideals? Future research will need to examine

this.
Last, Egyptians appear to be significantly more

depressed than their American counterparts. Implications
for these findings are that quality of life in Egypt may

simply be poorer than in the U.S.; alternatively, mental

well-being may not be assessed accurately. Such findings
add to the current literature that emphasizes the
necessity of culturally sensitive research practices and

the importance of studying sibling relations within the

context of culture.
Overall findings point to what is considered by the

author to be the most profound implication of this study:
siblings in Arab cultures appear to take on many
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parent-like responsibilities (e.g., Cicirelli, 1994), and
consequently seem to have a more profound effect on child
development, as evidenced by the exclusively significant

relationship between attachment and mental well being, the
significantly higher amounts of warmth and support, and
the clear expectations of caring for younger siblings and

respect toward older siblings in the Egyptian sample.

Emphasis on communal ties within collectivist cultures
likely plays a large role in why sibling caretaking is
such a prevalent trend. Not only does sibling caretaking

serve a practical function (i.e., providing child care so

parents can work to provide for the family), but it also

serves to socialize children from a very early age to
depend on one another. A child who cares for his/her

sibling learns social responsibility, nurturance, and
stronger sex-role identification (e.g., Weisner &
Gallimore, 1977). This socialization is essential to

reinforcing communal obligation, fraternal solidarity,
interdependence, hierarchy, and patriarchy, which are all
key components of collectivism.

It is also important to note that while Egyptian
culture has been considered collectivist in nature,

globalization within the last decade or so has increased
adoption of western values by the population of the
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country, specifically in urban cities such as Cairo and

Alexandria, which could influence the collective qualities

of the culture. For example, an industrial organizational
study found Egyptian managers to be significantly more
individualistic than their Saudi Arabian, Kuwaiti, and

United Arab Emirati counterparts, although the same study
did find that Arabs in general were significantly more

collectivist than Americans (Buda & Elsayed-Elkhouly,

1998). Additional studies have found mixed results with
regards to social support in Arab cultures, i.e., Arabs
were more likely to seek support from within the family
than are their Jewish counterparts (who are considered to
be individualistic in culture)

(e.g., Pines & Zaidman,

2003; Savaya & Cohen, 2005) vs. Arabs and their Jewish

counterparts in Israeli Arab samples both seek support

more from romantic partners and best friends than from
family (e.g., Ben-Ari, 2004). Future studies comparing
urban and rural samples within Egypt are needed to examine
to what extent western ideals are being adopted as well as
to what extent said ideals are influencing the

collectivist nature of Egyptian culture.
In closing, this study has contributed to the

existing literature on both sibling relationships and
cross-cultural family dynamics. While some findings
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reinforced past research (i.e., the influence of sibling
relations on mental well-being in the U.S.), other

findings shed light on relatively unchartered waters in
cross-cultural sibling research (i.e., the nature of

sibling role expectations in both individualistic and
collectivist cultures). However, there is still much work

to be done with regards to family systems research across
cultures. Future research would add greatly to the
literature by examining the role of parents in
collectivist compared to individualistic cultures in how

siblings interact and how sibling relations develop.
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APPENDIX A
THE LIFESPAN SIBLING RELATIONSHIP SCALE
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The Lifespan Sibling Relationship Scale

Instructions: This questionnaire is concerned with your relationship with one of
your siblings. Each question asks you to rate how much you agree or disagree with
statements about your relationship with your sibling. Try and answer each question
as quickly and accurately as you can. Whenever you see MY SIBLING we are
talking about the specific sibling you are completing the study about.
1. My sibling makes me happy.

Strongly[ ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

2. My sibling’s feelings are very important to me.
Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! ]

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! I
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! I
Disagree

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

3. 1 enjoy my relationship with my sibling.
Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! 1

4. 1 am proud of my sibling.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

5. My sibling and I have a lot of fun together.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ 1
nor Disagree

6. My sibling frequently makes me very angry.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! 1

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree
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7. I admire my sibling.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! I
nor Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! 1
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

8. I like to spend time with my sibling.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

9. I presently spend a lot of time with my sibling.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

10., I call my sibling on the telephone frequently.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

11. My sibling and I share secrets.
Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

12. My sibling and I do a lot of things together.
Strongly[ 1
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

13.1 never talk about my problems with my sibling.

Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

81

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

14. My sibling and l borrow things from each other.
Strongly[ I
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! J
Disagree

15. My sibling and I ‘hang out’together.

Strong ly[ ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

16. My sibling talks to me about personal problems.
Strong ly[ ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! I
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

17. My sibling is a good friend.
Strongly[ ]
Agree

Agree! 1

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

18. My sibling is very important in my life.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

19. My sibling and I are not very close.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

20. My sibling is one of my best friends.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree
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21. My sibling and I have a lot in common.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

22.1 believe 1 am very important to my sibling.

Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

23.1 know that 1 am one of my sibling’s best friends.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

24. My sibling is proud of me.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

25. My sibling bothered me a lot when we were children.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! J

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

26.1 remember loving my sibling very much when 1 was a child.

Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! 1

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

27. My sibling made me miserable when we were children.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither’Agree[ ]
nor Disagree
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Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

28.1 was frequently angry at my sibling when we were children.

Strongly[ I
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! 1
Disagree

29.1 was proud of my sibling when 1 was a child.

Strongly[ ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

30.1 enjoyed spending time with my sibling as a child.

Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! I

Neither Agree! I
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

31.1 remember feeling very close to my sibling when we were children.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

32.1 remember having a lot of fun with my sibling when we were children.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

33. My sibling and 1 often had the same friends as children.

Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree! I

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

34. My sibling and 1 shared secrets as children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ 1
nor Disagree
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35. My sibling and I often helped each other as children.
Strongly[ ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree[ ]
nor Disagree

Disagree[ ]

Strongly[ ]
Disagree

36. My sibling looked after my (OR I looked after my sibling) when we were
children.
Strongly! 1
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

37. My sibling and I often played together as children.
Strong ly[ ]
Agree

Agree[ 1

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

38. My sibling and I did not spend a lot of time together when we were
children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

39. My sibling and I time together after school as children.

Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! 1

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

40.1 talked to my sibling about my problems when we were children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! J

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

41. My sibling and I were ‘buddies’ as children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree
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42. My sibling did not like to play with me when were children.
Strongly[ 1
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

43. My sibling and 1 were very close when we were children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree[ 1

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

44. My sibling and 1 were important to each other when we were children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! 1
Disagree

45. My sibling had and important and positive effect on my childhood.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree[ 1
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

46. My sibling knew everything about me when we were children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree

Disagree! ]

Strongly! ]
Disagree

47. My sibling and 1 liked all the same things when we were children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree! ]

Neither Agree! I
nor Disagree

Disagree! 1

Strongly! ]
Disagree

48. My sibling and I had a lot in common as children.
Strongly! ]
Agree

Agree[ ]

Neither Agree! ]
nor Disagree
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Disagree! ]

StronglyjJ
Disagree

APPENDIX B
THE ADULT SIBLING RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE
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The Adult Sibling Relationship Questionnaire

Instructions: This questionnaire is concerned with your relationship with one of
your siblings. Each question asks you to rate how much different behaviors and
feelings occur in your relationship. Try and answer each question as quickly and
accurately as you can. Try and answer the questions as your relationship is now,
not how it was in the past,-nor how you think it might be in the future. In the
remainder of the questionnaire, whenever you see THIS SIBLING or YOUR
SIBLING we are talking about the specific sibling you are completing the study
about. We begin by asking you some general questions about your sibling and
yourself. Please circle, check, or fill in the correct response.
1b) This sibling’s age:

1a) Your age:

2a) Your gender:

Male Female

2b) This sibling’s gender:

3a) Your birth order:

Male Female

*

1=firstborn,
4=fourthborn,

2=secondborn,
5=laterborn

3=thirdborn,

3b) This sibling’s birth order: 1=firstborn,
4=fourthborn,

2=secondborn,
5=laterborn

3=thirdborn,

4) How far does this sibling live from you?
(circle the correct response)
1) same city

2) different city, less than 100 miles
3) between 100 & 200 miles

4) between 200 and 500 miles

5) between 500 and 1000 miles
6) more than 1,000 miles
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How much do you and this sibling see each other?

[] 1 Hardly At All
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 2 A Little

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

How much does this sibling phone you?

[] 1 Hardly At All

[ ] 2 A Little

[ ] 5 Extremely Much
How much do you phone this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 2 A Little

How much do you and this sibling see each other for holidays and family
gatherings?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[] 2 A Little

[] 3 Somewhat

[] 4 Very Much

What is your relationship to this sibling?

1) biological sibling
4) half sibling

2) twin
3) step sibling
5) other (please explain)

Now we would like some information about your other siblings
DO NOT INCLUDE THIS SIBLING HERE

Age

Sib #1:
Sib #2:
Sib #3:
Sib #4:
Sib #5:
Sib #6:
Sib #7:
Sib #8:
Sib #9:
Sib #10:

Gender

M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M

Relationship
(bio, step, twin)

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Turn the page and begin the Adult Sibling Relationship Questionnaire
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1)

How much do you and this sibling have in common?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

2)

How much do you talk to this sibling about things that are important to you?
[ ] 4 Very Much
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

3)

How much does this sibling talk to you about things that are important to him or her?
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

4)

How much do you and this sibling argue with each other?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

How much does this sibling think of you as a good friend?
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

Hew much do you think of this sibling as a good friend?
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

How much do you irritate this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

How much does this sibling irritate you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

How much does this sibling admire you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10) How much do you admire this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

90

11) Do you think your motherfavors you or this sibling more?
[] 1
lam usually favored
[ ] 2 lam sometimes favored
[ ] 3 Neither of us is favored
[ ] 4 This sibling is sometimes favored
[ j 5 This sibling is usually favored

12) Does this sibling think your mother favors him/her or you more?
[]1
lam usually favored
[ ] 2 lam sometimes favored
[ ] 3 Neither of us is favored
[ ] 4 This sibling is sometimes favored
[ ] 5 This sibling is usually favored
13) How much does this sibling fry to cheer you up when you are feeling down?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ j 5 Extremely Much
14) How much do you try to cheer this sibling up when he or she is feeling down?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

15) How competitive are you with this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

16) How competitive is this sibling with you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

17) How much does this sibling go to you for help with non-personal problems?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
18) How much do you go to this sibling for help with non-personal problems?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
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19) How much do you dominate this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little .
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

20) How much does this sibling dominate you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

21) How much does this sibling accept your personality?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

22) How much do you accept this sibling’s personality?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

J

23) Do you think your lather favors you or this sibling more?
[] 1
lam usually favored
[ ] 2 lam sometimes favored
[ j 3 Neither of us is favored
[ ] 4 This sibling is sometimes favored
[ ] 5 This sibling is usually favored
24) Does this sibling think your father favors him/her or you more?
[]1
lam usually favored
[ ] 2 lam sometimes favored
[ ] 3 Neither of us is favored
[ ] 4 This sibling is sometimes favored
[ j 5 This sibling is usually favored

25) How much does this sibling know about you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

26) How much do you know aboutthis sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ]. 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much
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27) How much do you and this sibling have similar personalities?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

28) How much do you discuss your feelings or personal issues with this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
29) How much does this sibling discuss his or her feelings or persona! issues with you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

30) How often does this sibling criticize you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

31) How often do you criticize this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

32) How dose do you feel to this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

33) How dose does this sibling feel to you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

34) How often does this sibling do things to make you mad?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

35) How often do you do things to make this sibling mad?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

36) How much do you think that this sibling has accomplished a great deal in life?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
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37) How much does this sibling think that you have accomplished a great deal in life?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

38) Does this sibling think your mother supports him/her or you more?
[] I
I usually get more support
[ ] 2 I sometimes get more support
[ ] 3 We are supported equally
[ ] 4 This sibling sometimes gets more support
[ ] 5 This sibling usually gets more support
39) Do you think your mother supports you or this sibling more?
[] 1
I usually get more support
[ ] 2 I sometimes get more support
[ ] 3 We are supported equally
[ ] 4 This sibling sometimes gets more support
[ ] 5 This sibling usually gets more support

40) How much can you count on this sibling to be supportive when you are feeling stressed?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
41) How much can this sibling count on you to be supportive when he or she is feeling
stressed?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
42) How much does this sibling feel jealous of you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

43) How much do you feel jealous of this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[] 4 Very Much

44) How much do you give this sibling practical advice? (e.g. household or car advioe)
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
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45) How much does this sibling give you practical advice?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

46) How much is this sibling bossy with you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat

[ ] 4 Very Much

47) How much are you bossy with this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

48) How much do you accept this sibling’s lifestyle?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

49) How much does this sibling accept your lifestyle?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

50) Does this sibling think your father supports him/her or you more?
[]1
I usually get more support
[ ] 2 I sometimes get more support
[ ] 3 We are supported equally
[ ] 4 This sibling sometimes gets more support
[ ] 5 This sibling usually gets more support
51) Do you think your father supports you or this sibling more?
[] 1
I usually get more support
[ ] 2 I sometimes get more support
[ ] 3 We are supported equally
[ ] 4 This sibling sometimes gets more support
[ ] 5 This sibling usually gets more support

52) How much do you knew about this sibling’s relationships?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
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[ ] 4 Very Much

53) How much does this sibling know about your relationships?
[],1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

54) How much do you and this sibling think alike?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

55) How much do you really understand this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

56) How much does this sibling really understand you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

57) How much does this sibling disagree with you about things?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

58) How much do you disagree with this sibling aboutthings?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

59) How much do you let this sibling know you care about him or her?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

60) How much does this sibling let you know he or she cares about you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
61) How much does this sibling put you down?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

62) How much do you put this sibling down?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ J 4 Very Much

[ ] 3 Somewhat
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63) How much do you feel proud of this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

64) How much does this sibling feel proud of you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

65) Does this sibling think your mother is closer to him/her or you?
[ ] 1 Our mother is usually closer to me
[ ] 2 Our mother is sometimes closer to me
[ ] 3 Our mother is equally close to both of us
[ ] 4 Our mother is sometimes closer to this sibling
[ ] 5 Our mother is usually closer to this sibling

66) Do you think your mother is closer to you or this sibling?
[ ] 1 Our mother is usually closer to me
[ ] 2 Our mother is sometimes closer to me
[ ] 3 Our mother is equally close to both of us
[ ] 4 Our mother is sometimes closer to this sibling
[ ] 5 Our mother is usually closer to this sibling
67) How much do you discuss important personal decisions with this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

68) How much does this sibling discuss important personal decisions with you?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
69) How much does this sibling try to perform better than you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[] 4 Very Much

70) How much do you try to perform better than this sibling?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much
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71) How likely is it you would go to this sibling if you needed financial assistance?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
72) How likely is it this sibling would go to you if he or she needed financial assistance?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 4 Very Much
[ ] 5 Extremely Much
73) How much does this sibling act in superior ways to you?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

74) How much do you act in superior ways to this sibling?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

75) How much do you accept this sibling’s ideas?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

76) How much does this sibling accept your ideas?
[ ] 1 Hardly At All [ ] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

77) Does this sibling think your father is closer to him/her or you?
[] 1
Our father is usually closer to me
[ ] 2Our father is sometimes closer to me
[]3
Our father is equally close to both of us
[]4
Our father is sometimes closer to this sibling
[] 5
Our father is usually closer to this sibling

78) Do you think your father is closer to you or this sibling?
[ ] 1 Our father is usually closer to me
[ ] 2 Our father is sometimes closer to me
[ ] 3 Our father is equally close to bothof us
[ ] 4 Our father is sometimes closer to this sibling
[ j 5 Our father is usually closer to this sibling
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79) How much do you know about this sibling’s ideas?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

80) How much does this sibling know about your ideas?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much

81) How much do you and this sibling lead similar lifestyles?
[] 1 Hardly At All [] 2 A Little
[ ] 3 Somewhat
[ ] 5 Extremely Much

[ ] 4 Very Much
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Sibling Attachment Scale

Instructions: This portion of the questionnaire asks about your feelings about
your relationship with your siblings. Please read each statement and mark on
the line with the ONE number that best tells how true the statement is for you
NOW.
Almost Never
or Never True
1

Not Very
Often True

2

Sometimes
True
3

Often
True
4

Almost Always
or Always True
5

_____ 1.

I like to get my siblings’ points of view on things I am concerned about.

_____ 2.

My siblings can tell when I am upset about something.

_____ 3.

When we discuss things, my siblings care about my point of view.

_____ 4.

Talking over my problems with my siblings makes me feel ashamed or
foolish.

_____ 5.

I wish I had different siblings.

_____ 6.

My siblings understand me.

_____ 7.

My siblings help me to talk about my difficulties.

_____ 8.

My siblings accept me as I am.

_____ 9.

I feel the need to be in touch with my siblings more often.

_____ 10. My siblings don’t understand what I’m going through these days.

._____ 11. I feel alone or apart when I’m with my siblings.
_____ 12. My siblings listen to what I have to say.
_____ 13. I feel my siblings are good siblings.
_____ 14. My siblings are fairly easy to talk to.
_____ 15. When I am angry about something, my siblings try to be understanding.
_____ 16. My siblings help me understand myself better.
_____ 17. My siblings care about how I am.
_____ 18. I feel angry with my siblings.
_____ 19. I can count on my siblings when I need to get something off my chest.
_____ 20. I trust my siblings.
_____ 21. My siblings respect my feelings.
_____ 22. I get upset a lot more than my siblings knows about.
_____ 23. I can tell my siblings about my problems and troubles.
_____ 24. If my siblings know something is bothering me, they ask me about it.
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Brief-Symptom Inventory-18 (BSI-18)
Instructions: Below is a list of problems people sometimes have. Read each
one carefully and write down the number that best describes your answer.
Your answer should address how much that problem had distressed or
bothered you during the past 7 days including today. Do not skip any items. If
you have any questions, please ask them now.
Not At All
1

A Little Bit
2

Moderately
3

_____ 1.

Faintness or dizziness

_____ 2.

Feeling no interest in things

_____ 3.

Nervousness or shakiness inside

_____ 4.

Pains in heart or chest

_____ 5.

Feeling lonely

_____ 6.

Feeling tense or keyed up

_____ 7.

Nausea or upset stomach

_____ 8.

Feeling blue

Quite a Bit
4

_____ 9. Suddenly scared for no reason
_____ 10. Trouble getting your breath
_____ 11. Feelings of worthlessness
_____ 12. Spells of terror or panic
_____ 13. Numbness or tingling in parts of your body
_____ 14. Feeling hopeless about the future
_____ 15. Feeling so restless you couldn’t sit still
_____ 16. Feeling weak in parts of your body
_____ 17. Thoughts of ending your life
_____ 18. Feeling fearful
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Extremely
5

APPENDIX E
OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
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Open-ended Questions
Instructions: Please answer the following questions in as much detail as
possible:
1. What do you believe your major role is as a sibling?

2. Do you believe that you have specific responsibilities toward your
siblings? Yes_____ No_____ If yes, what are those responsibilities?
3. If you could choose, which would you prefer to be: the youngest,
middle, or eldest child in your family?__________ . Why would you
prefer this ordinal place?
4. How important is it to you to have a close relationship with your
siblings, and why, or why is it not important?

5. Do you believe that once you are married, your sibling relationships are
second to your spousal relationship? Yes___________ t No__________
If yes, why and if no, why not?
6. Are there any responsibilities that you have toward your siblings that
you would rather not have?
7. Do you feel that having siblings is beneficial? Yes______ No_____
Why or why not?

8. Will the number of siblings you have influence your decision regarding
how many children you would like to have? Yes_______ No_______
Why or why not?
9. In your opinion, what do you believe is one’s main responsibility toward
an older brother?

10. In your opinion, what do you believe is one’s main responsibility toward
a younger brother?
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11. In your opinion, what do you believe is one’s main responsibility toward
an older sister?
12. In your opinion, what do you believe is one’s main responsibility toward
a younger sister?
13. In your opinion, if a person were to make a major life decision (i.e.
regarding marriage, career, education, etc.), how would an older
brother influence such a decision, what would his role in the decision
process be?
14. In your opinion, if a person were to make a major life decision (i.e.
regarding marriage, career, education, etc.), how would younger
brother influence such a decision, what would his role in the decision
process be?

15. In your opinion, if a person were to make a major life decision (i.e.
regarding marriage, career, education, etc.), how would an older sister
influence such a decision, what would her role in the decision process
be?
16. In your opinion, if a person were to make a major life decision (i.e.
regarding marriage, career, education, etc.), how would a younger
sister influence such a decision, what would her role in the decision
process be?
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Demographic Information

Instructions: Please provide information for the following:
1.

Your age:______________

2. Your sex (circle one):

male

female

3. Your current maritalstatus (check one):

_____ single
_____ married
______ separated/divorced
_____ widowed
_____ other (_______ )
4. What is your ethnic background? (check one):

_____ Caucasian
_____ Egyptian
_____ other (_______ )

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
(check one):
_____ have not finished high school
_____ graduated from high school
_____ trade school
_____ some college (includes A.A. degree)
_____graduated from college (B.A. or B.S. degree)
_____ some post-graduate work
_____ graduate or professional degree
(specify:____________________ )

6. If your biological (or adoptive) parents were separated/divorced or
widowed, how old were you when this occurred?_________________
7. Your biological (or adoptive) parents’ current marital status (circle one
for each parent):

Mother: married
Father: married

separated/divorced
separated/divorced
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widowed
widowed

other (
other (

___ )
___ )

8. What was the highest grade in school (or level of education) your
mother completed?
(check one):
•_____have not finished high school
_____ graduated from high school
_____ trade school
_____ some college (includes A.A. degree)
_____ graduated from college (B.A. or B.S. degree)
_____ some post-graduate work
_____ graduate or professional degree
(specify:____________________ )

9. What was the highest grade in school (or level of education) your father
completed?
(check one):
_____ have not finished high school
_____graduated from high school
_____ trade school
_____ some college (includes A.A. degree)
_____ graduated from college (B.A. or B.S. degree)
_____ some post-graduate work
_____ graduate or professional degree
(specify:____________________ )
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T-Tests Comparing American and Egyptian Samples on Sibling
Variables and Mental Well-Being
Variables

American
Sample

Egyptian
Sample

/W

/w

f

df

£

22.35

18.27

3.66

154.61

.001

21.49

20.00

1.24

152.76

.217

21.40

20.86

.44

144.25

.658

16.71

15.20

1.62

153.68

.108

18.73

16.45

2.04

152.16

.043

22.95

19.36

3.10

151.70

.002

144.94
11.00
17.70
20.09
20.49
18.25
15.94
21.61
19.85
50.95
12.93
12.59
12.45
12.99
10.45
5.17
5.28

158.59
12.13
19.81
23.54
22.26
21.31
18.38
20.97
20.17
48.21
10.53
14.07
11.46
12.16
9.41
4.63
4.79

-2.36
-1.89
-2.32
-3.64
-2.35
-3.13
-2.80
.77
-.36
1.18
3.33
-2.04
1.59
1.08
.87
.76
.80

148.90
154.93
150.78
153.61
153.22
149.50
136.92
142.32
138.12
146.44
153.13
149.69
152.71
152.71
154.22
154.37
152.94

.020
.061
.022
.001
.020
.002
.006
.441
.721
.239
.001
.044
.113
.284
.388
.448
.426

81.75
37.65
23.22
17.77

81.94
36.96
24.00
17.28

-.07
.50
-.77
.83

150.23
153.53
153.48
125.50

.944
.615
.443
.411

30.71

38.60

-4.15

119.64

.001

Sibling Relations
1) Lifespan Sibling
Relationship Scale (LSRS)
A) Emotions/feelings felt toward
sibling/sibling relationship as a child
B) Beliefs/thoughts/opinions about
sibling/sibling relationship as a child
C) Behavior toward sibling/sibling
relationship as a child
D) Emotions/feelings felt toward
sibling/sibling relationship as an
adult
E) Beliefs/thoughts/opinions about
sibling/sibling relationship as an
adult
F) Behavior toward sibling/sibling
relationship as an adult
2) Adult Sibling Relationship
Questionnaire (ASRQ)
A) Warmth
1) Similarity
2) Intimacy
3) Affection
4) Admiration
5) Emotional Support
6) Instrumental Support
7) Acceptance
8) Knowledge
B) Conflict
1) Competition
2) Quarreling
3) Dominance
4) Antagonism
C) Rivalry
1) Paternal Rivalry
2) Maternal Rivalry
3) Sibling Attachment Scale
A) Global Attachment Score
1) Trust
2) Communication
3) Alienation

Mental Well-Being
1) Brief Symptom lnventory-18 (BS1-18)
A) Global Severity Index Score
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